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Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 9:10 am. 


Approval of Agenda 


It was requested by Dr. Sheinin. and agreed, that the proposed 
Restructuring of the Office of Research Services (Document US-93-7-D 18) 
be added to the Agenda as item XII, a). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. JALILVAND, SECONDED BY DR. 


SHEININ, THAT THE AGENDA, AS PRESENTED AND AMENDED, 
BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Dr. Kenniff advised that the next three Agenda items would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 


of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the Minutes of the Senate meeting of 7 May 1993 
were not completed, and that they would be put over for approval at the next 
Senate meeting. 
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With respect to the Minutes of the Senate meeting of 2 April 1993, which 
had been put over for today's meeting as a result of a number of questions, 
Dr. Kenniff advised that a corrected page 10 had been circulated reflecting 
comments which had been made by Mr. Kaminaris. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PARKER, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 2 
APRIL 1993, AS CORRECTED, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


In his remarks, Dr. Kenniff commented on the first Biennial Global 
Conference of the International Network of Quality Assurance Agencies 
which was being held in Montreal and which involved delegates from 
approximately 40 countries, some of whom were expected to visit 
Concordia University; and the retirement of Dr. M.N.S. Swamy as Dean of 
the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, after having occupied 
that position for the past 16 years. With respect to the latter. Dr. Kenniff 
expressed appreciation to Dr. Swamy for his many years of dedicated 
service to Senate and to the University as Dean of the Faculty, and he 
wished him well in all future endeavours. 


Dr. Kenniff also announced the appointment of Mr. Eric. Molson as 
Chancellor of Concordia University for a 5-year term beginning I July 
1993. 


Items for Information 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to the Minutes of the Board of 
Governors meetings of 17 February and 17 March 1993, and to the AUCC 
Response to the CAUT Report on University Governance, which, he 
advised, had been circulated for information. 


Dr. Kenniff also drew members’ attention to Documents US-93-7-D14, 
US-93-7-D14(a) and US-93-7-D15,concerning the Review of the Faculty 
of Engineering and Computer Science which were being tabled at Senate for 
information under Agenda Item IX, h). 


With respect to the Report of the Telephone Registration Development 
Committee (Document US-93-7-D4) which was being tabled at Senate for 
information, Dr. Bertrand expressed appreciation to the members of the 
Committee for their long and hard work in producing the proposal, which, 
he hoped, would be implemented by Spring 1994. In response to a number 
of questions, he advised that there had been no student representatives on 
the Committee because much of the work had been undertaken during the 
summer months last year when students were not readily available; that 
student input had been obtained through feedback from contact and 
canvassing efforts which had been undertaken; that the work of the 
Committee was not yet completed; and that there would always be room for 
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student representation on any telephone registration monitoring committee 
which might be struck in the future. 


Reporting on behalf of the Task Force on Senate Reform, Prof. Hamblin 
advised that despite its hard work and many meetings throughout the past 
academic year, it had not been able to finalize a document in time for today's 
meeting; that the document, when completed, was to be forwarded to the 
Faculty Councils for response and feedback; and that given the fact that as 
of the end of May 1993 many of the members of the Task Force would no 
longer be around, the most likely eventuality would be that the responses 
would come directly to Senate. 


In response to a question, Prof. Hamblin advised that the report of the Task 
Force, although completed, required editing; that it had been suggested that 
Faculty Council responses be submitted directly to Senate; that if the 
responses were positive, presumably the recommendations, would be 
implemented; and that if the responses were negative, Senate would have to 
decide how it wished to deal with the matter. 


In continuing discussion, Dr. Sheinin expressed the feeling that it would not 
be appropriate for the Task Force not to complete its work; that restructuring 
the committee in order to deal with the matter would be very disruptive and 
would result in unnecessary delays; and that Senate should ask the Task 
Force to stay intact and its members to remain in place in order to complete 
this very important work. Mr. Kaminaris suggested that, as had happened 
with respect to some of the members on the Board of Governors Ad Hoc 
Committee on the Revision of the Composition, Rules and Procedures for 
Evaluation and Advisory Search Committees who continued to serve on the 
Ad Hoc Committee after their terms on the Board had expired, it would be 
appropriate for the members of the Task Force, regardless of whether or not 
they were still members of Senate, to remain in place in order to receive and 
consider the responses and prepare a viable package for submission to 
Senate. 


Prof. Waters stated that she agreed with the above comments, and that 
simply because members leave Senate did not mean that they leave the 
University, except for herself since she would be going on sabbatical leave. 
At the same time, she advised that notwithstanding the amount of work and 
time that had put into the development of the Task Force document, it still 
required editing; that there should be no illusions that members of the Task 
Force would perceive themselves continuing beyond the submission of the 
report; that the report would not solve all of the problems, e.g., the method 
Of student representation, etc., the consideration of which issues would 
probably require the establishment of another group which would continue 
the work; and that what was involved, and what was fundamental to the 
Task Force report, was that this was an on-going process, and that the 
recommended structures would provide for the establishment of an 
on-going, constantly-developing review process. 
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Question Period 


Issues which were raised and responded to included questions with respect 
to the status of a request concerning the possibility of including class 
averages or class standing information on examination results which were 
available through the Registrar's Student Information System terminals, or 
by other means; and the documents relating to the review of the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science which were distributed with other 
material circulated for the meeting, but which, it was suggested, did not 
appear to be on the Agenda, including a report from APC (Documents 
US-93-7-D14 and US-93-7-14(a)) and a motion which had been adopted by 
the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council on 16 April 1993, 
(Document US-93-7-D15). 


With respect to the latter, Prof. MacKay explained the chronology of the 
documents submitted and the meetings that had been held, and provided 
information with respect to the APC deliberations on the matter.. She also 
advised that the APC Report was in response to questions that, had been 
raised by Prof. Osman which had been referred to APC by the Steering 
Committee. In additional comments, Dr. Kenniff advised that the matter, in 
fact, was on the Agenda under Item IX, h); that it had been put on the 
Agenda by the Steering Committee under "Items for Information" in order 
to provide Senate with the documents containing the APC responses to the 
questions that had been raised by Prof. Osman; and that he assumed that the 
"extract from the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council 
meeting of February 12, 1993", which was appended to the APC Report, 
included everything that had been said with respect to this issue during that 
particular Faculty Council meeting. 


Responding to a question that had been raised at the Senate meeting of 2 
April 1993 concerning un-anticipated problems and delays with respect to 
planned space changes and consolidation of offices, etc., Dr. Bertrand, 
Vice-Rector, Services, advised that he had submitted a written report on the 
Strategic Space Plan (Appendix J) to the Secretary of Senate which 
subsequently would be circulated with the Minutes of this meeting for the 
information of Senate members. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PARKER, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE SENATE 
COMMITTEES AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-93-7-D5, BE 
APPROVED. 


It was noted that the Sub-Committee on Academic Computer Policy had not 
met since January, 1990; and it was suggested that Prof. MacKay, Chair of 
APC, consider the situation with a view towards possibly resuscitating the 
Committee. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KNITTER, THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN 
THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE (DOCUMENT US-93-7-D6 
AND ADDENDUM) BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE (DOCUMENT 
US-93-7-D11). 


Commenting on the curriculum changes in the Faculty of Arts and Science, 
Prof. MacKay, Chair of APC, advised that in the spirit of the movement 
towards strategic academic planning there was a need to integrate curriculum 
development with precise analysis of the resources involved, 1.e., where the 
resources would be coming from and where they would be allocated; that 
with respect to this, a request had been made at the Steering Committee 
meeting for more precise resource information on the proposed joint 
programme in Bio-Chemistry and Molecular Biology in terms of the 
distribution of monies, laboratories, etc., vis-a-vis the departments 
involved; and that notwithstanding the note in the APC report that resource 
implications had been properly identified, in this-particular instance they had 
not been identified to the precision that the Steering Committee had felt was 
necessary; and that, in consequence, she suggested that an addendum 
detailing more precisely the resource distribution involved should come 
forward to Senate in September in time for approval of the proposal in the 
Fall. 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to the 
following non-Senators who were in attendance: 


Dr. F. Stevens, Vice-Dean, Arts and Science, 
Dr. E. Maly, Acting Chair, Biology, 

Dr. J. Kornblatt, Chemistry and Bio-Chemistry, 
Dr. D. Fairbairn, Biology. 


During discussion, and in response to questions and concerns expressed 
with respect to the proposal to change HIST 380 - The History of the 
Colonial Caribbean: 1492 to the 1880's from a slot course to a regular 
course offering, Senate was advised that the History Department wished to 
develop this area of study in response to a perceived need among students 
of African or Caribbean origin; that this was the area of speciality of the 
professor involved; and that it was the feeling of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science that the course represented an important area of study which 
reflected both the kinds of interests that departments in the Faculty had 
shown vis-a-vis interdisciplinary work, and the makeup of the society in 
which the University was located. 


Concerns were also voiced with respect to the proposed Major and Minor 
Programmes in Southern Asia Studies, particularly in terms of the expanded 
rationale, which, it was felt, had the flavour of a very important and 


comprehensive programme vis-a-vis the statement that there were no 
resource implications associated with the programme, and the absense of an 
administrative response, particularly in terms of the academic advising that 
would be involved. 


In response to the above, Senate was informed that the faculty members 
involved had committed themselves to undertaking the necessary student 
advising on a voluntary basis; that the necessary courses already existed; 
that there already existed a core group of faculty members who have been 
involved with the Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute since it was founded who 
were very interested in this area, as well as several new faculty members in 
a number of departments; that there was an increasing number of students 
who were second generation children of South Asian immigrants to Canada 
who were taking already existing courses out of interest in their own 
cultural heritage; that what was being proposed did not call for the creation 
of new courses or course remissions; that outside funding for the 
programme, which was now judged to be timely, would be sought to the ex 
- tent possible; and that what was being proposed was putting together what 
already existed into a new and more meaningful format, that it was 
innovating with respect to what already was in place to the extent possible, 
and that it was an example of trying to do more with less. 


However, concerns were also expressed with respect to the creation of a 
major programme without a corresponding course or programme reduction 
in an era of financial restriction; that the programme should be more 
broadly-based in terms of faculty from the History Department; that the 
education of students in the programme might be jeopardized because of the 
programme's dependency on courses existing in other departments where 
resources might be scarce and the particular courses not necessarily always 
offered; that approval should be put over to September in order to provide 
time for further fleshing out, particularly in terms of how the department 
intended to handle future programme expansion and obtaining commitments 
from the various people involved vis-a-vis the priority of the proposed 
programme. 


At the same time, it was also argued that the courses involved were existing 
courses which were regularly taught by full-time tenured faculty members; 
that what was being proposed was not a programme on South Asian 
history, but rather South Asian studies; that South Asia was going to 
become a very important region in the world in terms of economics, 
industrial development, global trading, etc.; and that the proposed 
programme would provide a necessary interaction with faculty members 
from different disciplines, and prepare undergraduate students for work at 
the graduate level. In addition, Dean Valaskakis stated that if it was the wish 
of Senate, she would have no objection to bringing the proposal back in 
September; but, in addition, she also stated that while the programme was 
being put together prior to the extensive cuts in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science budget, even if she had known about them she would support the 
proposal which was the kind of programme that she would try to develop in 
the future; that it was a programme that was based upon what already was in 
place; that it represented an innovative approach, and one that she would 


hope that all departments in the Faculty would take vis-a-vis academic 
development in this new era of budget restriction; that she would -not have 
begun a process of pre-empting an academic appraisal of the History 
Department by deciding now which courses should or should not be offered 
in order to accommodate a programme that was based on courses which 
were already in place without assurance that they would remain in place 
whether or not they were held together by the proposed programme; that she 
had complete faith in the people who had given her a commitment that they 
would be in charge of the programme; that while presently there was only 
one member of the History Department who was the targeted centre, he was 
not the only person in the University who was committed to the programme; 
that while the proposal, had not been accepted in the past, she believed that 
the programme could now be pulled together because of other developments 
within the University that supported South-east Asian studies; that she did 
not believe that there would be more precise information in the Fall than 
what was presently available to Senate; and that she fully supported the 
proposal. 


Prof. MacKay commented on the need for APC to analyse the strategic 
issues involved, and to prepare a departmental handbook vis-a-vis the 
development of innovative inter-departmental and inter-Faculty 
programmes. 


It was suggested and agreed that the proposed programmes in Southern 
Asia Studies be voted on as a separate motion. 


THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED MAJOR AND MINOR 
PROGRAMMES IN SOUTHERN ASIA STUDIES WAS CARRIED. 


Dr. Sheinin advised that with respect to the programmes that had just been 
approved, she was assuming that the discussion that had taken place would 
be understood in terms of reporting back to Senate vis-a-vis the resource 
implications involved; that what had been proposed was not a simple 
curriculum change, but rather a recommendation for the establishment of 
new undergraduate programmes; that the reshuffling of courses into the 
these programmes represented only an interesting beginning; that she was 
concerned that we would end up in 5-years without the appropriate 
infra-structure support for these very innovative and important programmes; 
and that it was her hope that the necessary resource implication information 
would come forward to Senate in the Fall. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the issue of resource implications and how they 
were approached and examined had often been raised at Senate in the course 
of bringing curriculum proposals forward, and that in this instance, this had 
occurred at APC and was referred to in its report; that the appropriate 
question which was broader in nature and deserved to be examined was the 
issue of the inter-relationships that-existed among the various intricate 
changes that were made to courses by changing names and packaging them 
differently, etc., and how that affected the overall picture; that what was 
needed was a mechanism that would allow such implications to be analysed 
before proposals were presented to Senate; and that he hoped that this issue 


could be addressed in the broader context when future proposals were 
brought forward. 


In response to a number of questions, Prof. MacKay advised that she had 
suggested earlier that approval of the proposed Joint Programme in 
Biochemistry and Molecular Biology be postponed to September pending 
the submission of the additional information to which she had previously 
alluded; and she reiterated that what was now being asked was that more 
precise information be provided with respect to the resource allocations 
across the departments involved, particularly in terms of space, monies, 
laboratories, equipment, personnel, etc., and where they would be coming 
from and where they would be heading. 


Background information and additional details with respect to resource 
allocations were included in comments from Prof. R. Roy, Chair Elect of 
the Biology Department, and Prof. J. Kornblatt, Department of Chemistry 
and Bio-Chemistry, in support of Senate approval of the proposed Joint 
Programme at today's meeting. 


In other comments, Dean Valaskakis stated that if such was the case, she 
would defer to the wishes of the Steering Committee and Senate- vis-a-vis 
delaying approval of the programme to September. However, she also 
advised that the individuals involved had worked enormously hard in 
developing the proposal; that it had not been an easy proposal to achieve; 
that she believed that the necessary resource implication information with 
respect to the programme had been provided with the documentation; that if 
supplementary resource information was required, it could be readily 
provided by those involved who were present at the Senate meeting; that 
both departments were currently under appraisal, that the required 
adjustments to the existing programmes were possible and were being done 
at this time, and that she strongly supported the proposed programme which 
had taken so long to develop and which, she felt, was now ready for 
implementation. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED BY DR. 
SHEININ, THAT THE PROPOSED JOINT PROGRAMME IN 
BIOCHEMISTRY AND MOLECULAR BIOLOGY BE APPROVED 
WITH THE CON DITION THAT ADDITIONAL INFORMATION WITH 
RESPECT TO THE DISPOSITION OF RESOURCE ALLOCATIONS BE 
PROVIDED IN THE FALL, 1993. 


In response to a question concerning the sense of the above motion, Mr. 
Kaminaris advised that it was that Senate approve the proposed joint 
programme provided that information on the disposition of resource 
allocations was given to the Associate Vice-Rector, Academic, (Curriculum 
and Planning). 


Dr. Kenniff explained that if the intent was that the resource implications 
being referred to was to have an impact on the Senate decision, the motion 
should be to postpone approval to September; that on the other hand, if 
what was to be supplied was simply elements of information to explain in a 


more presentable form the resource information already contained in the 
documentation, 1.e., that it would not affect approval, then it was approval 
subject only to the condition that a piece of paper be produced; and that it 
was his understanding that it was the latter interpretation that was intended 
by the mover. 


In further comments, Dr. Sheinin advised that the Steering Committee had 
been placed in a very difficult situation in considering the proposal at its last 
meeting, i.e., it was the last meeting of the year, questions were being 
raised, and those who had worked so hard on the proposal wanted to have it 
approved at this Senate meeting for implementation; and that if it had come 
forward in the previous month, the questions that were raised could have 
been dealt with within the appropriate time-frame. She also extended 
congratulations and appreciation to all those who had worked so hard on the 
proposal, and who, she advised, also were well aware of her personal 
commitment to the programme. Finally, she explained that the information 
that was required consisted of details with respect to how the resources, 

i.e., human resources, laboratory resources, etc., were going to be shared 
by the two departments involved. 


Senate was advised that another concern that had been raised at the Steering 
Committee meeting with respect to the establishment of a major new 
programme prior to the completion of an on-going departmental appraisal 
was addressed in the covering letter from the Biology Department which 
was included in Document US-93-7-D6. 


In response to a request for clarification of the motion that was on the floor, 
Dr. Kenniff advised that it was to the effect that the Joint Programme in 
Biochemistry and Molecular Biology be approved subject only to the 
condition that a document indicating the resource implications of the new 
programme be produced. 


Dean Valaskakis stated that it was her understanding that what was being 
asked for was a precise sliver of information in addition to the detailed 
resource implication information already provided with the documentation; 
and that the precise sliver of information was the implications of a 
jointly-administered programme involving two departments. She further 
stated that she was in support of voting to approve the proposal with a 
commitment to submit an additional piece of paper containing information as 
to what the resource implications would be for the jointly-administered 
programme. 


In response to a question, Dr. Kenniff explained that the intent was that the 
information that was being referred to was to be provided to Senate. 


In additional comments, the feeling was expressed that information should 
also be provided with respect to the effects on both departments vis-a-vis 
the commitments that were being made. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (12 in favour; 4 
opposed; 5 abstentions). 
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THE MAIN MOTION TO APPROVE THE REMAINDER OF THE ARTS 
AND SCIENCE CURRICULUM CHANGES WAS CARRIED. 


Commerce and Administration 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ROSS, SECONDED BY PROF. SEGOVIA, 
THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN 
ACCOUNTANCY (DOCUMENT US-93-7-D7) BE APPROVED, AS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE 
(DOCUMENT US-93-7-D11). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Prof. 
R.O. Wills, Associate Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ROSS, SECONDED BY MR. KAMINARIS, 
THAT THE PROPOSED COOPERATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAMMES 
IN THE FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION 
(DOCUMENT US-93-7-D8) BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY 
THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE (DOCUMENT 
US-93-7-D11). 


Dean Ross advised that the proposed Cooperative Education Programmes 
had resource implications which were outlined in Document US-93-7-D8; 
and that the Faculty was in support of the establishment of the Cooperative 
Education Programmes and wished to move forward with the proposal. 


In response to a question, Dean Ross advised that the proposed Cooperative 
Education Programmes in Accountancy and Decision Sciences and 
Management Information Systems had been the subject of consultations 
with the Institute for Cooperative Education; and that Prof. G. Martin, 
Director of the Institute for Cooperative Education, had been present when 
the proposal was discussed and approved unanimously by the Commerce 
and Administration Faculty Council. 


During discussion, it was argued that students in the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration were very enthusiastic about the proposal; and that the 
proposed Cooperative Education Programmes, which would be new to the 
Montreal area, would attract more students to the Faculty. 


In continuing discussion, issues and concerns which were raised and 
responded to included questions with respect to the cost of course 
remissions for the programme directors; details of the estimated costs and 
whether the Faculty was prepared to cover the costs within its own budget; 
information on related costs and resource implications associated with 
programmes in other areas, particularly those in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science; and the absence of a resource implications statement from the 
Institute for Cooperative Education vis-a-vis its own costs, including the 
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possible necessity of hiring a new coordinator, travel and administrative 
costs, etc. 


In response to the latter issue, Senate was advised that the Faculty had been 
approached by the Institute for Cooperative Education for the past 7 years 
with respect to establishing such programmes; and that while the Faculty 
was committing itself to covering the cost estimates included in the 
documentation, assurances had been given that the Institute would cover 
any additional costs for support services, etc. 


Again, concerns were voiced with respect to the absence of a resource 
implications statement from the Institute for Cooperative Education. And, it 
was argued that the institute for Cooperative Education was a 
University-wide body, and that it was important that Senate receive all 
relevant information and complete documentation with respect to such 
proposals; that cooperative programmes, while often worthwhile in that they 
tended to attract a higher calibre of student than those that otherwise might 
come to Concordia, were very expensive to run; that it was important that 
Senate understood what the real costs were for offering programmes in the 
cooperative format; and that if the Institute for Cooperative Education was 
interested in increasing ‘programme offerings in this particular way, it 
should provide Senate with a rationale in terms of its total budget and the 
allocation of resources within the Institute. 


It was also argued however, that the last appraisal report of the Institute for 
Cooperative Education had recommended that programmes in the 
cooperative format be offered in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration; that the Director of the Institute had given assurance of the 
support of the Institute for the proposal; and that the only additional 
resources. involved would be overhead costs which would be covered by 
the Institute for Cooperative Education. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SCHEINBERG, THAT THE ITEM BE POSTPONED TO THE 
SEPTEMBER 1993 SENATE MEETING. 


THE MOTION TO POSTPONE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, 
(8 in favour; 7 opposed, 6 abstentions) 


Engineering and Computer Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
HAMBLIN, THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN 
THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCIENCE 
(DOCUMENT US-93-7-D9 AND ADDENDUM) BE APPROVED, AS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE' ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE 
(DOCUMENT US-937-7-D11). 


Discussion centred on the proposed Option in Environmental Engineering, 
with respect to which it was argued that students entering the programme 
would be taught by engineers who had been taught by engineers, none of 


whom had ever taken a biology or ecology course of any kind, but who 
then were expected to teach students to respect the environment; that this 
was the same mentality that had produced "sulfa-concrete" which was used 
in building construction and would eventually crumble as a result of acid 
produced by bacteria; that any biologist would have been aware of this, but 
that Engineering and Computer Science had always operated as a closed 
Faculty in terms of its courses, using only engineering professors and never 
expert professors from outside the Faculty; that at least some of the 
proposed environmental engineering courses should be taught in biology 
and chemistry; that, particularly with respect to environmental studies, it 
was of paramount interest that representation from those who were. 
concerned with the environment, i.e., biologists, be included; and that the 
proposal should be rejected by Senate and returned to the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, for further consideration. 


However, it was also argued that simply because people were hired in the 
Faculty to teach non-engineering courses did not. automatically mean that 
they were less motivated or less academically qualified; that the Faculty had 
been the first in Canada to offer courses in the social aspects of engineering 
beginning in 1968, and that since that time many such courses had been 
developed and offered with the help of people from commerce and industry, 
many of whom were not engineers or were engineers who had moved into 
politics, political science, etc.; that the Engineering Accreditation Board now 
insisted that programmes include 4 1/2% of non-technical courses to be 
given by non-engineers, that whether or not they were in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science was of no consequence, but that what 
was most important was whether they were qualified or not; that 
environmental engineering was now being offered in most universities; and 
that several years ago the Canadian Accreditation team had recommended 
that the Faculty develop environmental engineering. 


During continuing discussion, issues were raised and responded to 
concerning the impact of the proposed reorganization on undergraduate 
programmes within the Faculty; an explanation of the programme structure 
in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, particularly with 
respect of "Options , background information and qualifications of the 
faculty members involved with environmental engineering; and the 
possibility of using faculty members from other areas, particularly those in 
the Biology Department who were trained with respect to ecology and the 
environment, and who, it was argued, would diversify the experience and 
the points of view to which the engineering students would be exposed. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SACCA, THAT THE PROPOSALS CONCERNING CIVIL 
ENGINEERING BE POSTPONED TO SEPTEMBER 1993. 


THE MOTION TO POSTPONE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
DEFEATED, (8 in favour; 9 opposed; 3 abstentions) 


During continuing discussion on the Civil Engineering proposals, it was 
argued that the issue as to who should be teaching the proposed courses 
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was not relevant at the present time because they would not be offered for 
another year; that Engineering programmes operated under strict 
accreditation approval, one requirement of which was with respect to the 
qualifications of the people who teach the engineering courses and where 
the number of professional engineers involved was specifically requested; 
that what was being proposed was not a programme in environmental 
science, but rather a programme in environmental engineering, which was a 
very different matter; that many engineering students take biology and 
chemistry courses as part of their programmes of study; that Senate was 
supposed to be considering the academic merit of the proposal and not 
determining which professors would be teaching the courses; that the 
proposed programme had been under development within the Faculty for 
the past three years; and that the issues being raised at Senate today should 
have been discussed in other more appropriate bodies, including the Faculty 
Council and APC. 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (13 in 
favour; 0 opposed; 6 abstentions). 


In post-approval comments, the feeling was expressed that the issues that 
had been raised as to who should be teaching the particular courses, etc., 
were broader than the normal general consideration of curriculum changes, 
and were legitimate issues to be raised and addressed in Senate. 


Fine Arts 

IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PARKER, SECONDED BY PROF. LOCKE, 
THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE 
FACULTY OF FINE ARTS (DOCUMENT US-93-7-D10) BE 
APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE (DOCUMENT US-93-7-D11) 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposal for the Restructuring of the Office of Research Services 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SHEININ, SECONDED BY DEAN PARKER, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE PROPOSAL FOR THE RESTRUCTURING OF 
THE OFFICE OF RESEARCH SERVICES WITH RESPECT TO ITS 
APPLICATION IN 1993/1994, AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT 
US-93-7-D18, AND AS RECOMMENDED BY THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND PRIORITIES. 


In explanatory remarks, Dr. Sheinin provided background information on 
the development of the proposal (Document US-93-7-D 18) and the rationale 
for the recommendations contained therein. She also emphasized that one of 
the central issues of the proposal was to put in place a process of career 
development to ensure the availability of a replacement for Ms. Audrey 
Williams, the inaugural and only Director of the Office, and who would be 
retiring as of I June 1993. 


During discussion, it was argued that the anticipated 25% increase in 
funding on which the proposal was based would not be realized given the 
Government's current financial situation, nor was it supported by the grant 
Statistics presented which indicated that grants had been decreasing since 
1989; that resource implication details with respect to the appointment of an 
Associate Director of the office of Research Services were not provided; that 
there was a contradiction in the terms of appointment of a new Director 
which was indicated both as 1 June 1993 and 1 June 1994, 1.e., there was a 
one-year option vis-a-vis the date of appointment; and that there was no 
proper justification for the appointment of a Grants Officer for internal 
research which represented only 6% of the total grants received. 


In response to the above, Senate was advised that the proposal was being 
presented as a long range plan, i.e., it was a strategic plan for 
implementation over a long period of time; that reference to the 25% 
increase in research funding was important and represented a commitment 
on the part of the Associate Vice-Rector, Academic, (Research), the Office 
of the Vice-Rector, Academic, and the Office of Research Services to 
promote and enable all academic sectors of the University to engage in 
research and to be eligible to apply for and receive research grants, i.e., it 
was a commitment to ensure increased research activity and support in all 
Faculties, including the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, 
which, at the present time, brought in the largest amount of research 
funding to the University; and that the addition of a Grants Officer was, in a 
sense, an identification and a codification of the responsibilities and work 
that was already-being done within the Office of Research Services. 


During further discussion, it was argued that the documentation had only 
been made available to Senators this morning, and it was suggested that the 
proposal be postponed to September to provide members with an 
opportunity to study it and to consider the issues that had been raised in the 
submissions to SCAPP. 


In response to a question concerning the effects of the announced 
Government funding cutbacks on proposals being approved and 
recommended by Senate, Dr. Kenniff stated that it was his understanding 
that the impact of the announcements made at the last Senate meeting was 
that proposals such as the one now before Senate could be accommodated 
within the budget as it was approved by the Board of Governors at its last 
meeting. 


In continuing discussion, it was argued that action would have to be taken 
as a result of the impending retirement of the present Director of Research 
Services; that the proposal had been considered at all levels in the 
University, including Faculty Councils and SCAPP; that submitted 
recommendations had been considered prior to submission to Senate; and 
that rather than delaying the proposal to the Fall, it should be dealt with and 
passed by Senate at today's meeting. It was also argued that given potential 
cutbacks in research funding from external granting agencies and the future 
importance of private sector funding, including monies raised through 
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capital campaigns etc., it would be appropriate to have an internal Grants 
Officer who would be responsible in this area for the coordination of such 
act that while the funding involved at the present time may be relatively 
small, it might well turn out to involve a large percentage of the total number 
of faculty members who were funded at the University, and that the 
implications with respect to research and scholarly activity might therefore 
be much broader with respect to research and scholarly activity than what 
might appear to be the case at first glance. 


In response to a question, Dr. Kenniff advised that the motion on the floor 
was to approve Document US-93-7-D18 with respect to its application in 
1993/1994; and that presumably this included the Mission Statement 
contained on pages 1 and 2 of the Document. 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, 119 in 
favour; 0 opposed; 2 abstentions) 


Establishment of the Committee to Draft Rules for the Appraisal of 
Administrative Units 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BYERS, THAT THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE AD HOC 
COMMITTEE TO DRAFT RULES FOR THE APPRAISAL OF 
ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS AT CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY, AS 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-93-7-D13, BE APPROVED. 


It was argued that at the last Senate meeting this matter had been referred to 
the Steering Committee for reconsideration of the proposed membership and 
the determination of a time-table with respect to the Ad Hoc Committee's 
mandate; that the Steering Committee had not provided the information as 
requested by Senate; and that the matter should be referred back to the 
Steering committee until such time as it was able to provide Senate with a 
time-table and satisfactory details with respect to the proposed composition 
of the Ad Hoc Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WATERS THAT THE MATTER BE REFERRED BACK TO THE 
STEERING COMMITTEE FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION. 


Dr. Sheinin advised that she had chaired the last Steering Committee 
meeting but had neglected to read the appropriate section of the Senate 
Minutes with respect to. this item, and that she wished to apologize to 
Senate for that: and that she was prepared to accept the motion to refer it 
back to the Steering Committee if that was the course of action that Senate 
should decide was appropriate. At the same time, she pointed out that the 
composition and methods of appointment were, in fact, outlined in the 
document. 


It was suggested that Senate should approve the composition and mandate 
of the Ad Hoc Committee as proposed in Document US-93-7-D13 at 
today's meeting; and that if there was still a question with respect to the 


time-table, that aspect could be referred to the Steering Committee for 
further consideration. 


During continuing discussion, concerns were expressed over the proposed 
composition and the absence of responses to the serious issues that were 
raised at the last Senate meeting, including questions as to whether the 
office to be appraised should have representation on the Committee, a 
specific representative from the Chairs' Caucus as opposed to any other 
faculty member, and the proportion of student members on the Ad Hoc 
Committee, etc. 


With respect to the above concerns, it was pointed out that the membership 
being proposed was for an Ad Hoc Committee to draft rules for the 
appraisal of administrative units and not for the actual appraisal committees 
themselves. 


At the same time, it was also pointed out that there was still the question of 
the time-table for the Ad Hoe Committee to complete its mandate which had 
yet to be resolved. 


THE MOTION TO REFER THE MATTER TO THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED, (7 in favour; 15 
opposed; 0 abstentions). 


In continuing discussion, it was argued that the appointment of student 
members to the Ad Hoc Committee should be deferred to September; that 
the questions with respect to the actual appointment of members to the 
Committee, and the time-frame, were issues that were quite separate from 
the motion on the floor and could easily be deferred to the September 
meeting; and that the proposed membership and mandate of the Ad Hoc 
Committee. should be dealt with at this meeting. The issue of Senate versus 
non-Senate membership, particularly with respect to representation from the 
Chairs' Caucus, were also raised. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WATERS, SECONDED 
BY MR. KAMINARIS, THAT THE REFERENCES IN THE PROPOSED 
MEMBERSHIP TO "1 REPRESENTATIVE FROM AND DESIGNATED 
BY THE CHAIRS' CAUCUS" AND "1 FACULTY MEMBER TO BE 
CHOSEN BY AND FROM AMONG THE FACULTY MEMBERS ON 
SENATE" BE REPLACED BY "2 FACULTY MEMBERS TO BE 
CHOSEN BY AND FROM AMONG THE FACULTY MEMBERS ON 
SENATE." 


During discussion on the amendment, it was argued that a representative 
from the Chairs' Caucus had been included in the proposed membership 
because there was a feeling that the level of administrative expertise that 
would be brought to bear by a departmental chair would be useful in 
developing rules for the appraisal of senior administrative units in the 
University. In addition, it was reiterated that what was being proposed was 
the establishment of a committee to draft rules for the committees that 
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would, in fact, be doing the actual evaluations; and that it would not be 
doing evaluations in its own right. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED. 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND, WAS CARRIED, (19 in 
favour; 1 opposed; 0 abstentions) 


It was suggested and agreed that appointments to the Ad Hoc Committee be 
dealt with at the September 1993 Senate meeting. 


Motion Concerning the Responsibility of Senate Committees 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
JALILVAND, THAT ANY COMMITTEE CONSTITUTED BY SENATE 
MUST REPORT TO SENATE AT LEAST EVERY TWO MONTHS; AND 
THAT THIS REQUIREMENT APPLIES TO OTHER BODIES 
REPORTING TO SENATE, INCLUDING COUNCILS, BOARDS AND 
STANDING COMMITTEES OF SENATE, (DOCUMENT US-93-7-D17). 


Prof. Newman explained that the main purpose of the motion was to ensure 
that Senate was kept abreast of what its committees were doing; and that 
Senate would have the option of asking for reports, speeding. up the work, 
replacing a committee, or taking whatever action it might deem necessary to 
ensure that the work was completed. 


During discussion, support was voiced for the spirit of the motion, it being 
stated that Senate ought to keep track of what its sub-committees were 
doing. However, the feeling was also expressed that it was an unnecessary 
motion and that it would not really fulfill its intended lauditory aim; that 
what was needed was to maintain a spirit of timely response and to ensure 
that sub-committees were held to their tasks; and that the best way of 
accomplishing that was through those who ran the committees, and by 
questions being raised at Senate by those who have initiated various 
motions which have led to the establishment of committees, etc. It was also 
suggested that this was the kind of motion that should be referred to the 
Task Force on Senate Reform for consideration. 


With respect to the latter suggestion, Senate was advised that a 
recommendation similar to the motion on the floor would be included in the 
report of the Task Force on Senate Reform. 


In response to a question as to whether Faculty and School Councils, etc., 
would have to meet during the summer months in order to fulfill the 
requirements of the motion, it was suggested that the motion be applicable 
only during the regular terms. 


The mover and seconder of the motion agreed that the phrase - "during 
term" be added at the end of the first sentence. 
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THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON WAS CARRIED, (10 
in favour; 2 opposed; 8 abstentions). 


Next Senate Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate meeting would be held in 
September, 1993. 


Adjournment 


Dr. Kenniff expressed appreciation to all members, and particularly those 
whose terms were expiring, for their contributions to the Senate debates 
over the past year; and he wished all members well in their endeavours over 
the summer months. He also reminded members of the steering Committee 
that they would remain members until their successors were elected in 
September. 


The meeting was adjourned at 12:28 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


